VIRGINIA:

Before the Virginia State Bar Disciplinary Board

In the Matter of

Seung Oh Kang VSB Docket No. 13-000-095724,
Aftorney at Law

On June 24, 2013, came Seung Oh Kung and presented to the Board an Affidavit
Declaring Consent to Revocation of her license to practice law in the courts of this
Commonwealth. By tendering her Consent to Revocation at a time when disciplinary charges
are pending, she admits that the charges in the attached Affidavit Declaring Consent to
Revocation document are true.

The Board having considered the said Affidavit Declaring Consent to Revocation, and
Bar Counsel having no objection, the Board accepts her Consent to Revocation. Accordingly, it
is ordered that the license io practice law in the courts of this Commonwealth heretofore issued
to the said Seung Oh Kang be and the same hereby is revoked, and that the name of the said
Seung Oh Kang be stricken from the Roll of Attorneys of this Commonwealth.
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BERORE THE VIRGINIA STATE BAR DISCIPLINARY BOARD ~~ ¢
IN THE MATTER OF
SEUNG OH KANG

VSB Docket No. 13-000-095724

AFFIDAVIT DECLARING CONSENT TO REVOCATION

Seung Oh Kang, after being duly sworn, states as follows:

1. That Seung Oh Kang was licensed to practice law in the Commonwealth of
Virginia on October 9, 1997,

2. That Seung Oh Kang submits this Afﬁdévit Declaring Consent to Revocation
pursuant to Rule of Court, Part 6, Section IV, Paragraph 13-28.

3. That Seung Oh Kang’s consent to revocation is freely and voluntarily rendered,
that Seung Oh Kang is not being subjected to coercion or duress, and that Seung.Oh Kang is
fully aware of the implications of consenting to the revocation of her license to practice law in
the Commonwealth of Virginia;

4. Seung Oh Kang is aware that there is currently pending a Rule to Show Cause and
and Order of Suspension and Hearing of the Virginia State Bar Disciplinary Board, involving
allegations of misconduct, the docket number for which is set forth above, and the specific nature
of which is here set forth in Exhibit A;

5. | Seung Oh Kang acknowledges that the material facts upon which the allegations
of misconduct are predicated are true; and |

6. Seung Oh Kang submits this Affidavit and consents to the revocation of her



license to practice law in the Commonwealth of Virginia because she knows that if the hearing is

held in the Rule to Show Cause and if the matter is brought to a conclusion, she could not

successfully defend them.
" Executed and dated on Tne /Y 2043

Seyinig Oh Kang
Respondent

, to wit;

Jwne 1%, 803

The foregoing Affidavit Declaring Consent to Revocation was subscribed and sworn to before

me by Seung Oh Kang on
i
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Notary Public
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VIRGINIA: -

BEFORE THE VIRGINIA STATE BAR DISCIPLINARY BOARD
IN THE MATTER OF VSB Docket #13-000-095724
Seung Oh Kang

RULE TO SHOW CAUSE
AND
ORDER OF SUSPENSION AND HEARING
It appearing to the Board that Seung Oh Kang, Esquire was licensed to practice law within
the Cornmonwealth of Virginia on October 9, 1997, and,
It further appearing that Seung Oh Kang, entered a guilty plea to two counts of the
indictment charging her with Count 1, Conspiracy to Commit Bank Fraud, in violation of 18

U.8.C.§ 1349, and Count 5, Money Laundering, in violation of 18 S.C.§1956(2)(1)(BXi) in the U.S.

District Court of Maryland, (Baltimore) on April 5, 2013, Criminal Docket No. 1:11-cr-00600- -

WDQ-8, and,

It further appearing that Seung Oh Kang has been convicted of a crime, as defined by the

Rules of Court, Part 6, section IV, Paragraph 13-22 A,

It is ORDERED, pursuant to the Rules of Court, Part 6, Section IV, Paragraph 13-22, that
the license of Seung Oh Kang to practice law within the Commonwealth of Virginia be, and the
same is, hereby SUSPENDED, effective June 7, 2013.

It is further ORDERED that Seung Oh Kang appear before the Virginia State Bar
Disciplinary Board at the Worker’s Compensation Commission — Courtroom A, Second Floor, 1000
DMYV Drive, Richmond, Virginia 23220, at 9:00 a.m., on Friday, June 28, 2013, to show cause why
her license to practice law within the Commonwealth of Virginia should not be further suspended or
revoked.

It is further ORDERED that Seung Oh Kang shall forthwith give notice, by certified mail, of

the suspension of her license to practice law in Virginia to all clients for whom she is currently
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handling matters and to all opposing attorneys and the presiding judges in pepding litigation. Seung
Oh Kang shall also make appropriate arrangements for the disposition of matters then in his care in
conformity with the wishes of his clients. Seung Oh Kang shall give such notice within fourteen
(14) days of the effective date of the suspension order, and make such arrangements as are required

herein within forty-five (45) days of the effective date of the suspension order. Seung Oh Kang

shall also fixnish proof to the bar within sixty (60) days of the effective date of the suspension order

that such notices have been timely given and such arrangements for the disposition of matters made.
Issues concerning the adequacy of the notice énd arrangements required herein shall be determincd
by the Disciplinary Board, which may impose a sanction of revocation or suspension for failure to
comply with the requirements of this subparagraph.

Tt is further ORDERED that a copy of the Criminal Docket Report and Plea Agreement with
attached Statement of Facts, be attached to this Rule to Show Cause and Order of Suspension and
Hearing and made a part her;of.

It is forther ORDERED that an attested copy of this Rule to Show Cause and Order of
Suspension and Hearing, with attachments, shall be mailed to Seung Oh Kang, by certified mail, at
Suite 200, 7619 Little River Turnpike, Aunandale, VA 22003, her address of record with the
Virginia State Bar, Suite 200, 7619 Littlé River Turnpike, Annandale, Virginia 22003, and to Alfred
L. Carr, Assistant Bar Counsel, Virginia State Bar, Eighth and Main Building, 707 East Main Street,
Suite 1500, Richmond, Virginia 23215, '

ENTERED THIS 2RD DAY OF _ SUNE 2013,

VIRGINIA STATE BAR DISCIPLINARY BOARD

Pleasant S Brroda®@

Pleasant 8. Brodnax, III, First Vice Chair COPY TESTE;

S AS i

BARBARA SAYERS LANIER
GLERK OF THE DISCIPLINARY SYSTEM
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United States Atforney
Disirict of Maryland
' Northern Division

LOGGED FAECEIVED

. APR 05 2013

DLF%}% U S, DISTRK"TCOURT

DEPUTY

Rod J. Rosenstein . 36 South Charles Strest
United States Attorney Fourth Floor

Boliimore, Maryland 21201
Moriin Clarke - .

Assistant United States Alirney
February 7, 2013

Roger E. Zuckerman, Bsq.
Zuckerman Spaeder, LLP
1800 M Street, NW

Suite 1000

Washington, DC 20036

Re:  United States v, Seung E. Oh {o/k/a Sandy Ok}

Dear Mr. Zuckerman:

DIRECT: 410-209-48¢0
MAIN: £10-209-4800

T FAX: 410-962-3124
TTVTDD: 410-9624462
Marty.Clare(@uadaf. gov

This letter, together with the Sealed Supplement, confirms the plea agreement which has been
offered to your client, Seupg E. Ob, the Defendant, by the United States Attorney’s Office for the
District of Maryland (“this Office”). If the Defendant accepts this offer, please have her execute it '
i the spaces provided below. Ifthis offer has not been accepted by February 15, 2013, it will be

deemed withdrawn. The terms of thie agreement are as follows:

Offense of Conviction

1, The Defendant agrees to plead guilty to two counts ofen Indictment charging her with
conspiracy te commit bark fraud, in violation of 18 U.S. C. § 1349, and money laundering, in
viclation of 18 U.S.C. § ‘955{&)( XBXE). The Defendant admits that she is, in facs, guilty of these

offenses and will so advise the Court.

Elements of the Offenses

2. The elements of the offenses to which the Defendant has agreed to plead guilty, and

which this Office would prove if the case went to trial, are as follows:

Conspiracy to Commit Bank Fraud

a, The Defendant and at least one other person cntcred into &n unlawfu] agreemant

I herpby attsst and cartfy on J/ Cfor) 3

that thé foreging documant is a full, trub and comect
copy of the orfginal o fiig. o my ofiice arrd it my
legat custody.
" FELICIA C. CANNON
CLERK, U.8. DISTRICT COURT

/2’”?]0%[: MARYLAND
By. Deputy -

¥
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The purpose of the agreement was to knowingly execute or attermnpt to execute a
scheme or artifice to defrand a financial instifutior: and to obtain money, funds,
assets, or other property under the costody or vontrol of a financial institution by

- means of false or fraudulent pretenses, rcprcscntauons O Prpmises;

The financial instifution’s deposits were msured by the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation; and

The Defendant knowingly and willfully became a member of the conspiracy.

Money Laundering

The Defendant conducted a financial transaction involving the use of a financial

institution which was engaged in, or the activities of which affect, interstate or
foreign cornmerce;

The finaneial tracsaction involved property constituting the proceeds of a specified
unlawful activity, mamely bank fraud;

The Defendant knew the property involved in the transaction was the proceeds of
some Torm of vnlawful activity; and

The Defendant acted with the intent to conceal or disguise the nature, source,
ownership, or control of the proceeds of the specified unlawful activity,

Penaltieg

The maximum sentence provided by statate for the offenses to which the Defendant

is pleading guilty are as follows: Bank Fraud - thirty years-imprisonment, $1,000,000 fine and five
years supervised release; Money Laundering - twenty years imprisonrnent, $500,000 fine (or twice
the value of'the property invelved in the transaction, whichever is greater) and three years supervised
release. In addition, the Defendant must pay $100 pér count as a special assessment pursuant to 18
U.8.C. § 3013, which wil] be due and should be paid at or before the time of sentencing, This Court
may also order her 1o make restitution pursuant te 18 U,5.C. §§ 3663, 3663 A, and 3664.! Ifa fine
or restifution is imposed, it shall be payable immediately, unless, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3572(d),
the Court orders otherwise, The Defendant understands that if she serves a term of imprisonment,
is released on supervised release, and then violates the conditions of her supervised release, her
supervised release could be revoked - even on the last day of the term - and the Defendant could be
returnied to custedy to serve another period of incarceration and a new term of supervised release,

Pursvantto 18 U.S.C. § 3612, if the Court imposes a ﬁne in excess of $2,500 that

remains unpaid 1S days after it is imposed, the Defendant shall be charged interest on that fi ne,
unless the Court modifies the interest payment in accordance with 18 U.S.C. § 3612(£)(3).

2
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The Defendant understands that the Bureau of Prisons has sole discretion in designating the
ipstitutjon at which the Defendant will serve any term of imprisonment imposed.

Waiver of Rights

4, The Defendant understands that by entering into this agreement, she surrendcrs
certain rights as outhncd below:

a. If the Defendant elected a jury trial, the jury would be composed of fwelve
individuals selected from the community. Counsel and the Defendant would have the opportunity
‘o chalienge prospective jusers whe demonstrated bias or whe were otnerwise unguaiified; md
would have the opportunity o strike a certain number of jurors peremptorily. All twelve j Jurors
would have to agree unanimously before the Defendant conld be found guilty of any count. The jury
would be instsucted that the Defendant was presumed to be innocent, and that presumption could be
overcome only by proof beyond a reasonable doubt.

b. If the Defendant went to trial, the government would have the burden of
‘proving the Defendant guilty beyond a reasenzble doubt. The Defendant would have the right to
confront and cross-examine the government’s witnesses. The Defendant would not have to present
any defense witnesses or evidence whatsoever, If the Defendant wanted to call witnesses in her
defense, however, she would have the subpoena power of the Court to compel the witnesses to
attend,

c. The Defendant would have the right to testify in her oiwn defense if she so
chose, and she would bave the right to refuse to testify. If she chose not 1o testify, the Court could
instruct the jury that they could not draw any-adverse inference from her decision not to testify.

d. If the Deféndant were found guilty after & trial, she would have the right to
appeal the verdict and the Court’s prefrial and trial decisions on the admissibility of evidence to see
if any errors were comemitied which would requirea new frial or disrnissal of the charges against her.
By pleading guilty, the Defendant knowingly glves up the right to appca! the vcrd:ct and the Court’s
decisions.

e. By pleading guilty, the Defendant will be giving up al} of these rights, except
the right, under the limited circumstances set forth in the “Waiver of Appeal™ paragraph below, to
appeel the sentence. By pleading guilty, the Defendant understands that she may have to answer the
Court's questions both about the rights she is giving up and about the facts of her case. Any
statements the Defendant makes during such a hearing would not be admissible zgainst her during
a trnal except in a criminal proceeding for perjury or false statement.

£ Ifthe Courtaccepts the Defendant’s plea of guilty, there will beno furthertrial

or proceeding of any kind, and the Court will find her guilty,

S ——
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-3 By pleading guilty, the Defendant will also be giving up certain valuable civil
nghts and may be subject fo deportation or other loss of immigration status. The Defendant

recognizes that by pleading guilty her license to practice law could be seriously affected, even
revoked.

Advisory Sentencing Guidelines Apply

5. The¢ Defendant understands that the Court will determine a séntencing guidelines
range for this case (henceforth the “advisory guidelines range”) pursuant to the Sentencing Reform
Act of 1984 &t 18 U.S.C. §§ 3551-3742 (excepting 18 U.S.C. §§ 3553(b)(1) and 3742(e)) and 28
U.5.C. §§ 991 through 998. The Defendant further understands that the Court will impose a
sentence pursuant to the Sentencing Reform Act, as excised, and must take into account the advisory
guidelines range in establishing a reasonable seatence.

Factual and Advisory Guidelines Stipulation

6. . This Office and the Defendent understand, agree and stipulate to the Statement of
Facts set forth in Attachment A hereto, which this Office would prove beyond a reasonable doubt,
and to the following applicable sentencing guidelines factors:

Conspiracy to Commit Bank Fraud

a. Pursuant to U.S.5.G, § 2B1.1(a)(1), the bese offense level is seven (7).

b. - PursvanttoU.S.8.G. 5281 1) 1)(K.), the base offense Jevel is increased by
twenty (20) levels because the loss was more than $7,000,000 but less than $20, 000 000, resulting
in an ad _;usted offense level of twenty-seven (27).

c. Pursuant to U.8.5.G. § 2B1.1{(bYI0KC), the base offense level is further

increased by two (2) levels becanse the effense involved sophlsucatad means, resulting in an
adjusted offense level of twency nine (29},

e Pursuant to U.5.8.G. § 3B1.3, the base offense level is further increased by

2 levels because the Defendant abused a position of trust, resuitmg in an adjusted offense Jevcl of -

tharty-one (31).

Money Laundering

4, PursuanttoU.S.8.G. § 281.1(a)(1), the base offense level is the offense level
for the underlying offense from which the laundered funds were obtained, which, as noted abovc
is twenty-nine (29).

e..  Pursuantto U.S.8.G. §251.1(b)}(2), the base offense levelis increased by two
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levels because the Defendant was convicted under 18 U.S.C. § 1956, resulting in an adjusted basc
offense feve!l of Thlrty—one {31}

f. The base offense level of thurty-one (31) is notincreased by 2 levels for abuse
of a position of trust becanse that upward adjustment is already factored into the caleulation of the
offense level for the underlying offense.

g. Pursuant to U.S.3.G. § 3D1.2(¢) and 3D1.3(a), the two counts are grouped
together and the count with the highest offense level within the group becomesthe applicable offense
Jevel which i3 thirly-one (31).

h. This Office does not oppose a two-level reduction in the Defendant’s adjusted
offense level, based upon the Defendant’s apparent promypt recognition and affirmative acceptance
of personal responsibility for her criminal conduct, This Office agrees to make a motion pursuant
to U.8.8.G. § IEL.1(b) for an additional one-level decrease ir recognition of the Defendant’s timely
notification of her intention to piead guilty. This Office may oppose any adjustment for acceptance
of responsibility if the Defendant (2) fails to admit each and every item in the factual stipulation; (b)

denies involvement in the offense; (c) gives conflicting statements about her involvement in the .

offense; (d} is untruthfol with the Court, this Office, or the United States Probation Office; (e)
obstructs or atiempts to obstruct justice prior to sentencing; (f) engages in any criminal conduct
between the date of this agreement and the date of sentencing; or (g) attempts to withdraw her plea

of guilty.

7. The Defendant understands that there is no agreement as to her criminal history oy
criminal history category, and that her criminal history could alter her offense level if she is a career

offender or if the instant offense was a part of a pattern of crireinal conduct frem which she derived

a substantial portion of his income.

8. This Office and the Defendant apree that with respect to the calculation of the
advisory guidelines range, no other offense characteristics, sentencing guidelines factors, potential
departures or adjustments set forth in the United States Sentencing Guidelines will be raised or are
in dispute. ' '

Obligations of the United States Attomey's Office

9. | At the time of sentencing, this' Office will recommend a sentence within the
applicable guideline,

10, The partiesreserve the right to bring to the Court’s attention at the time of sentencing,
and the Cowurt will be entitled to consider, all relevant information concerning the Defendant’s
background, character and conduct.




" Case 1:11-cr-00600-WDQ Document 185 Fited 04/05/13 Page 6 of 15

Forfeiture

11.  The defendant understands that the court will, upon acceptance of her guilty plea,
enfer an order of forfeiture as part of her sentence, and that the order of forfeiture may include assets
directly traceable to her offense, substitute assets and/or a imaney judgment equal to the value of the
property derived from, or otherwise involved in, the offense. Specifically, the court will order the
forfeiture of approximately $11,832,000, including but not limited to a money judgement. The
defendant agrees to consent fo the entry of orders of forfeihire for snch property and waives the

requircments of Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure ] HL)(1XT), 32.2 and 43(a) regarding notice:

of the forfeiture in the charging instrument, advice regarding the forfeiture at the change-of-plea
hearing, announcement of the forfeiture at scntcncmg, and incorporation of the forfeiture in the

judgment.

Assisting the Government with Repard to the Forfeiture

12, The defendant agrees to assist fully in the forfeiture of the foregoing assets, The
defendant agrees to disclose all of her assets and sources of income to the United States, and to-take
all steps necessary 1o pass clear title to the forfeited assets to the United States, including but not
limited (o exccuting any and all documents necessary to transfer such title, assisting in bringing any
assets Jocated outside of the United States within the jurisdiction of the United States, and taking
whalever steps are necessary to ensure that assets subject to forfeiture are not sold, disbursed,
wasted, hidden or otherwise made unavailable for forfeiture. The defendant further agrees that she
will not assist any third party in asserting a claim to the forfeited assets in an ancillary proceeding
and that she will testify truthfully in any such proceeding.

Waiver of Further Review of Forfeiture

13, The defendant further agrees io waive all constitutional, legal and equitable
challenges (including direct appeal, habeas corpus, or any other means) to any forfeiture carried out
inaccordance with this Plea Agreement on any grounds, including that the forfeiture constitutes an
excessive fine or punishment. The defendant also agrees not to challenge or seek review of any civil

- or administrative forfeiture of any property subject to forfeiture under this agreement, and will not
Bssist any third parly with regard to such challenge or review or with regard to the ﬂhng of a petition

for remission of forfeiture,
Restitution

14,  The.Defendant agrees to the enfry of a Restitution Order for the full amount of the
victims® Josses, which shall be determined prior fo sentencing. The Defendant agrees that, pursuant
to 18 U.S.C. §§ 3663 and 3663 A and §§ 3563(b)(2) and 3583(d), the Court may order restitution of
the full amount of the actual, total loss caused by the offense conduct set forth in the factual

 stipulation, The Defendant further agrees that she will fully disclose to the probation officer and to

the Courd, subject to the penalty of perjury, all information, including but not limited to copies of
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all relevant bank and financial records, regarding the current location and prior disposition of all
funds obtained as aresult of the criminal conduct set forth in the factual stipulation, The Defendant

+ further agrees to fake all reasonable steps to retrieve or repatriate any such funds and to make them

avsilable for restitution, If the Defendant does not fulfill this provision, it will be considered a
material breach of this plea agreement, and this Office may seek to be relieved of its obligations
under this sgyeement,

- Collection of Financial Qbligations

15.  The Defendant expressly avthorizes the U.S, Attormey’s Cffice to obtein a credit
report in order to evaluate the Defendant’s ability to satisfy any financia! obligation imposed by the
Court. In order to facilitate the collection of financial obligations to be imposed in connection with

" this prosecution, the Defendant agrees to disclose fully all assets in which the Defendant has any.

interest or over which the Defendant exercises control, directiy or indirectly, including those held
by a spouse, nominee or other third party. The Defendant will promptly submit a completed
financial staternent to the United States Attorney’s Office, in a form this Office prescribes and as
it dirccts. The Defendant promises that the financial statement and disclosures will be complete,
accurate and truthful, and understands that any willful falsehood on the financial statement will be
a separate crime and may be punished under 18 U.S.C. § 1001 by an additional five years’
incarceration and fine. ’

Waiver of Appeal

16.  Inexchange for the concessions made by this Office and the Defendant in this plea
agreement, this Office and the Defendant waive their rights 1o appeal as follows:

a)  The Defendant knowingly waives alf right, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291 or
otherwise, to appeal the Defendant’s conviction;

b) The Defendant and this Office knowingly waive all right, pursuent to 18
U.S.C. § 3742 or otherwise, to appeal whetever sentence is imposed
(including the right to appeal any issues that relate to the establishment of the
advisory guidelines range, the determination of the defendant’s criminal
history, the weighing of the sentencing factors, and the decision whether to
impose and the calculation of any term of lmprisonment, fine, order of
forfeiture, order of restitution, and term or condition of supervised release), -
except as follows: (i) the Defendant reserves the right to appeal any term of
imprisonment to the extent that it exceeds the maximum term of
imprisonment under the applicable guideline range; (i) and this Office
raserves the right to appeal any term of imprisonment to the extent that it is
below the minimum period of imprisonment under the applicable guideline
range.




B 2y o o i AT 3 e e 7 v e

Case 1:11-cr-006U0-WDQ Document 195 Filed 04/05/13 Page 8 of 15

c) Nothing in this agreement shall be construed to prevent the Defendant or this

Office from invoking the provisions of Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure

~ 35(a), or from appealing from any decision thereunder, should a sentence be
imposed that resulted from arithmetical, technical, or other clear error,

d) . The Defendant waives any and all rights under the Freedom of Information
Act Telating fo the investigation and prosecution of the above-captioned
matter and agrees not to file any request for documents from this Office or
any investigating agency. .

Obstruchon or Other Violations of Law

17.  The Defendant agrees that she will not commit any offense in violation of federal,
state or Jocal law between the date ofthis agreement and hig sentenicing in this case, Inthe event that
the Defendant (i) engages in conduct after the date of this agreement which would justify a finding
of obstruction of justice under U.S.8.G. § 3C1.1; or (ii) fails to accept personal responsibility for her

conduct by failing to acknowicdge her guilt to the probation officer who prepares the Presentence
Report, or (iii} commits any offense in violation of federal, state or local Jaw, then this Office will
be relieved of its obligations to the Defendant as reflected in this agreement. Specifically, this Office
will be free to argue sentencing guidelines factors other than those stipulated in this agreement, and
it will also be free to make sentencing recommendations other than those set out in this agreement,
As with any alleged breach of this agreement, this Office will bear the burden of convincing the
Court of the Defendant’s obstructive or unlawful behavior and/or failure to acknowledge personal
responsibility by a preponderance of the evidence. The Defendant acknowledges that she may not
withdraw her guilty plea because this Office is relieved of its obligations under the agreement
pursuant to this paragraph.

.Court Net a Party

18, The Defendani expressly understands that the Court is not a party 1o this agreement.
In the federal systern, the sentence to be imposed is within the sole discretion of the Court, I
partxcular the Defendsnt understands that neither the United States Probation Office nor the Court
is bound by the stipulation set forth above, and that the Court will, with the aid of the Presentence
Report, determine the facts relevant to sentencing. The Defendant understands that the Court cannot
rely exclusively upon the stipulation in ascertaining the factors relevant to the determination of
sentence, Rather, in determining the factual basis for the sentence, the Cowrt will consider the
stipulation, together with the results of the presentence investigation, and any other relevant
information. The Defendant understands that the Court is under no obligation to accept this Office’s
recommendations, and the Court has the power to impose 2 sentence up to and including the

statufory maximum sfated above. The Defendant undetstands that if the Court ascertains factors -

different from those confained in the stipulation set forth above, or if the Court should impose any
senfence up fo the maximum established by statute, the Defendant cannot, for {hat reason aloxe,

- withdmaw her guilty plea, and will remain bound to fulfill al} of her obligations under this agreement.

The Defendant understands that neither the prosecutor, her counsel, nor the Court can make a
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bindingprediction, promise, or representation as to what guidelines range or sentence the Dcfenéani
will receive, The Defendant agrees that no one has made such & binding prediction or promise.

Entire Aggecment

19, Thisletter supersedes any prior understandings, promises, or conditions between this

Office and ths Defendant and, together with the Sealed Supplement, constitutes the complete plea

agreement in this case. The Defendant acknowledges that there are no other agreements, promises,
underiakings or understandings between the Defendant and this Office other than those set forth in
this Jetter and the Scaled Supplement and none will be entered into unless in writing and si igned by
all parties.

If the Defendant fully accepts each and every term and condition of this agreement, please
sign and have the Defendant sign the original and retum it to me promptly.

Va;'y truly yours,

Rod J, Rosgns in

"Martin [, Clarke 7
Assistant United State tiomﬁy

oz ]

Leb ], Wise |
Assistant United States Attomey

Ihave read this agreement, including the Sealed Supplement, and carefully reviewed every
part of it with my attomney. I understand it, and [ voluntarily agree to if. Specifically, I have

reviewed the Factual and Advisory Guidelines Stipulation with my attorney, and 1 do not wish to

change any part of it. Tam completely satisfied with the representation of my attorney.
il . / . -
ﬂh;// éﬁ/s

//ﬁxﬁg E. Oh

1 am Ms. Oh's attorney. [ have carefully reviewed every part of this agresment, incloding
the Sealed Suppiement with her, She advises me that she understands and accepts its terms. To my
knowledge, her dccleon to enter info this agreemgefitfs an mformed‘ and v, Iunrmy one.

e

Date Roger E. Zuckem{gp/ Esq.
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Attachment A

Statement of Facts

The Defendant stipulates and agrees that if this case had proceeded o (rial, the
government would have proven lhe following facls beyond a reasonable doubl, The Defendant
alsostipulates and agreesthat the following facis do not encompass all of the evidence thur would
have been presented had this matter proceeded to Irial

A, Washington Setflement Group and Seung E. Oh and Associates, LLC

BDefendant Seung E. Ch ("OH™) is an attorney and a member of the Commonwealth of
Virginia bar. In 1998, OH started a law practice in Aninandale, Virginie, called Seung E, Oh and
Assaciates, LLC (“*SEDA”"). OH is also the owner and operator of Washington Settlement Group
(“WSG™), u title company she started in 2003, with its principal office also loceted in Annandale,
Virginia. Since 2005, OR has overscen the preparation of seftlement documents for sales of
commercial and residential properties, as well a5 loan. refinancings. OH's responsibilities as the
owner and menager of the title company included the issuance of title insurance and the
disbursement of mortgage proceeds and other funds to the parties associated with the settlements.
In her role as a settlement agent and atiomey, OH maintained eserow accounts at BB&T Bank and
Bank of Americs, both financial institutions within the meaning of 18 U.S.C. § 1956(c){4) & (6).

-OH owed & fiduciary duty to the owners of the funds deposited into those escrow accounts,

in or sbout 1998, OH met Joan Park and Laren Park, two brothers who owned and operated
a foan brokersge company based in Woodbridge, Virginia, called jade Capital & Investments, LLC
(“Jade Capital”}. OH knew that Jade Capital specialized in securing loens for individuels interested
in purchasing and refinancing small businesses in the Mid-Atlantic ares, some of which were settled
through WSG end SEQA. OH also knew that jade Capital's business was focused Jargely on
obtaining business lpans for customers of Korean descent through the Small Business
Administration (“SBA™). Moare specifically, OH was aware that Jade Cepital structured loans under
Section’ 7{a} of the Small Business Act, which provides guaranteed financing of 75-90% for
qualificd loans administercd by designated commizreial lending institutions. An important
requirement of the Section 7(a) program is thet borrewers must invest a certain amount of theirown
money, otherwise referred to as an “equity injection,” before they can qualify for the loan. -

G, Falsifying Settfement Transactions to Conceal the Bank Fraud

Over the course of OH's celationship with Joon and Loren Park, and to foster more business
with their company, OH agreed o usc the resources of her settlemsent eompany und taw firm o
{acilitate loan closings for deals that would otherwise fail to meet 1he {ending perameters of the
benks making the loans, including banks.authorized to lend under SBA's Scetion 7(z) program, In
so doing, OH helped the Parks misrepresent to the banks and to the SBA the true amount of money
involved in the transactions and/or the true names of the parties taking part in the transactions, To-
accompiish this, OH somstimes agreed to “netting” a transaction, . In such situations, the Parks
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would negotiate a sale price with the seller for the business that was less than the price listed on the

~ contract of sale that was submitted to the bank, and/or they would i increase the loan by the emount

needed for the down payment. Such armangements created off-sets that could be used at closing to
reduce the amount of money thet the buyer actually had to inject into the deal while concealing the
buyer's insufficient equity position in the deal. To conceal these types of side-arrangements, OH
agreed to complete the settlement sheets as if the buyer had made the requisite cash injection and

the seller had reccived the full contract price. OH sometimes *netted” closings by not cashing the

buyer’s cheek for the cash injection until after the settlement took place, which gave the Parks time
10 arrange for the seller 1o deposit some of the seller’s proceeds of the sale into the buyer's bank
account 1o cover the check, Sometimes OH “netted” closings by accepting fraudulent copies of
cashier’s checks or petscnal checks from the Parks on behalf'ef the buyers, which she then used to
simply "“paper” the settlement file to make it appear as though the equity injection had been paid.

Another way that OH helped to facilitaie the loan closing for Jade Cepital was when she
“fronted" the buyer’s cash injection, OH would “fronl,” thatis, temporarily loan, part of the buyer's
up-front payment by taking other people’s money out of the escrow accounts of either her law firm
or her title company. Jocn end Loren Park would then agree lo pay back the fronted morey afier
the settlement, usually from their share of the proceeds from that particular deal or a Jater one. As
with the “netting” scheme, the settlement sheets and all other related documents for the “fronted”
deel would falsely reflect that the buyer injected his own money into the transaction in accordance
with the agreed upon financing terms established by the lending institution.

C. Examples of Loan Closings in Furtherauce'off'the Bank Fraud

i LP Wash Center, LLC. d/b/a Forest Wash Center

On or about June 27, 2008, OH agreed to use SEOA to handle the loan closing for the sale
of a business called Forest Wash Center in Hyattsville, Maryland, The deal was brokered by jade
Capital, The buyer of the business was LP Wash Center, LLC, purported]y owned.by H. K., a
longstanding business partner of Joon and Loren Park. The sale price was listed 2s $2,200,000, of
which 31,700,000 was to be an SBA Section 7{a) loan administered through First Chatham Bank.
The $511,036 difference between the loan amount and the purchase price, plus closing costs,
represented what H., K. had to pay as his equity injection.

Toclose the deal and conceal the fact that the required equity injection had not been paid by
the buyer, Jade Capital submitted a falsified sccurities statemeni as part of the underwriting process
to inflate the amount of cash that H. K, kid on hand, Joon Park also convinced the seller to assign
approximately $832,320 of the sales proceeds 1o Jade Capital so Joon Fark could use it 10 negotiate
a smaller payolf of an outstanding Hen the sefler still had on the business, which he never did. For
her part, OH agreed 1o off-set the amount of the equity injection needed at the settlement by
“nesting” the deal, that is, OH created a bogus HUD- 1 settlemént statement that falsely reficcted that
H.K. hed (1) made an carlier $100,000 cash down-payment and (2) paid $511,036 at closing. Once
the SBA loan procecds were illegally acquired and deposited into SEOA’s eSCIOW account at
closing, OH and Joon Park discussed how ihe proceeds should be disbursed. Per Joon Park’s
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request, and understanding tha! she was concealing and disguising the nature, source and control of

the proceeds, OH wired the balance of $832,320 to Jade Capitel, which Joan Park later used for

other business deals, including the purchase of a different business, Tackeit’s Mill Car Wash, inffa,
which WSG handled, and the repayment of $109,890 that Joon Park had owed OH for fronting
money from WS on prior deals,

ii. A Traders, Ine,, dfb/e Tackett's Mill Car Wash

On or about July 1, 2008, OH agreed to use WSG to handle the loan closing for the sale of

a business called Tackett's Milf Car Wash in Woodbridge, Virginia. The deal had been brokered -

by Jade Capital. The buyer of the business was AJ Traders, Inc., which was purportedly owned by
J. B. The seller of the business was 12831 Harbor Drive Ventures, Inc., a business purpostedly
owned by H.K,, the same business essociale of Joon Perk that was involved in the LP Car Wash
deal, supra. The price listed on the sales contract was $1,500,000, of which $900,000 was to be-an
SBA Section 7(z) loan administered through Saehan Bank of Los Angeles. The difference of
approximately $600,000 represented what J. B had {o pay as his equity injection, -

To close the deal and concesl (he fact that the required equily injection hud not been paid by
3, B., Jade Cepital submitted falsified monthly bank statements to Sachan Bank as part of the
undenwriting process to inflate the amount of cash that J, B, kad on hand &t the time of the closing,
In addition, Joen Park reached an agreement with the buyer whereby Joon Park fronted the $600,000
equity injection for J. B. using 3600,000 of the $832,329 loan proceeds he had received from OH
after the LP Wash settlement, supra, Joon Perk wired the 3600,000 from the Jade Capital operating
accoum to A.J. Trader’s bank account, which ), B, then wired to W3G's VA escrow account
(BB&T) before the settlement date.

Even though Joon Park was not a named principel in the ransaction, at his request OH wired
$559,555 on July 9, 2008 from the seftlement proceeds in.WSG's escrow account to Joon Park's
personal bank account, which represented the retum of most of the maney Joon Park had fronted J.
B. for the equity injection. Joon Park transferred $250,000 of those funds into a different personal
account, of which he wired $230,000 back to WSG as repayment of money that OH had fronted Jade
Capital on other deals vis WSG.

il Penn Greenies, LLC, d/bfa Greenjes Car Wash

On or about December 20, 2010, OH agreed to use WSG to help Joon Park sell his inferest
in & car wash by “fronting"™ $400,000 to 5 buyer who could not meet the SBA's cquity requirements
for the underlying loan. Joon Park entered into a contract lo sell his interest in Greenies Car Wash,
located in Hanover, Pennsylvania, for 2,900,000, The deal was brokered by Jade Capital, The
buyerofthe business, Penn Greenies, LLC, owned by K. 1., used Jade Capital 1o apply fora Section
7(a) SBA Joen through the Mid-Atlantic Federal Credit Union in the amount of $2,400,000. Under
the terms of the loan commitment, K, ), was required 1o pay a $600,000 equity injection,

Toclose 1hc deal and conceal the fact that the required equity injection had not been paid by
the buyer, Jade Capxtal as part of the underwriting process, submitted falsified monthiy bank

3
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statsments 10 the bank to inflaie the amount of cash that K. J. had on hand at the time of the clcsing,
In eddition, because the tlosing of the oan could not be handled by OH's settlement company,
which meant she could not manipulate the closing transactions and “net” the equity requirement,
Joon Park instead asked OH {o “front™ $400,000 of the equity emount 1o K., J,, which OH agreed to
do. To give the appearance that K. J, was the source of the equity injection, on December 17, 2010,
OH wired 3400,000 from WSG's MAHT escrow account 1o K., J.'s personal credit union account,
and then on the same day had K. J. wire the money back out to OH's law {irm escrow account
{SEOA). The ruse was completed three days later when, on the day of settlement, OH combined
the $400,000 fronted money with K. }.'s original $200,000 down payment and wired the purparted
$600,000 “equity injection” to the Maryland settlement company handling the closing,

Once the SBA loan proceeds were illegally acquired and disbursed at closing, including to -

Joon Park as the seller of the car wash, Joon Park authorized the settlement company to wire
$893,827 of the proceeds to OH viathe WSG MAHT escrow azoount. OH, in tum, kept $813,500
of the preceeds as repayment of the money that OH had fronted Joon Parl s0 he could buy the car
wish In thie first place, just weeks before he sold it K, J. for a profit. Tnaddition, OH wired 349,327
of the proceeds to Jade Capital as a “commission” for brokering the deal,

iv. . Hi-Mant Lavadromat

On or ebout May 21, 2009, OH agreed to use WSG to handle the loan closing for the sale
of a business catled Hi-Mart Laundromat in Woodbridge, Virginia. The deal was brokered by Jade
Capital, The selters were purporied to be Joon Park's mother and his longstanding business pariner,
H. K. The purporied buysr of the business was K. J, C., Joon Park’s uncle. The sule price was fisted
s 1,200,000, of which $850,000 was to be an SBA Section 7(2) loan administered through PNC
Bank. The difference of approximately $400,000 represented what K. J. C, had to pay as his equity
injection. ) '

To close the deal and concez] the fact thet the required equity injection had not been paid by
K. J. C,, Jade Capital submited falsified monthly bank statements to FNC Bank es part of the
underwriting process to inflate the amount of cash that K, J, C, had on hand at the time of the
closing. For her part, and at Joon Park’s request, OH created a HUD-1 scitlement statement that
rellected that K. J. C, had made an earlier “equity injection” of $400,000 when in truth and fact he
hed not put any cquity into the purchase, Once the SBA loan proceeds were illegally acquired and
deposited into WSG's VA escrow account, OH, &t Joon Park's request, wired 3660,000 of the
proceeds to a different entity purportedly owned by the sellers, OK kept the balance of the proceeds
of $140,000 as repayment of money previously fronted by OH through WSG/SEQA to Joon Park
for other deals, :

D. Other Loan Closings in Furtherance of the Bank Fraud

In addition to the foregoing examples, OH used her settlement company and law firm to

facilitate other Jade Capital loan closings involving the SBA Section 7(a) program, including, but

4
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not timited 1o the following: Prestige Car Wash, $850,000; Nunmber One Laundromat, $1,070,000;
Metsutske Baliston, Inc., 3725,000; Matsutake Crystal Cify, Inc., $325,000; Matsutske Japanese
Restaurant, $750,000; Pan-Asian Chantilly, $412,000,Celifornia Tortilla, $500,000; and Angela's
Liquers, $1,250,000. .

In all the foregoing loan tmansactions, OH helped conceal the fact that none of the
buyers/porrowers had injected sufficient equity into the deals to qualify for Section 7(a) loans, And
al} the forepoing loans were underwritten and issucd by banks aulhorized to lend money under

‘Section 7{a), and the banks were financial institutions within the meaning of 18 U.S.C, § 20,

Ihave read this Statement of Fects and carelully reviewed it with my aftomeys. 1 agree that
the Unirad States could prove these facts attrial and that | am guiltpof the conduct described herein,

.41/4*4'/5
Dag / 7«{3 E. Oh

Date ‘ Roger E. Zuckermen, Esg.
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not ‘Iimi'tcd lo the following: Prestige Car Wash, $850,000; Number One Laundromat, $1,070,000;
Matsuteke Ballston, [nc., $725,000; Matsutake Crystal City, Inc., $325,000; Matsutake Japanese

Restaurant, $750,000; Pan-Asian Chantiily, $412,000;Califomia Tortitla, $500,000; and Angelo's
Liquors, $1,250,000,

In all the foregoing loan transactions, OH helpc;I conceal the fact that none of the
buyers/borrowers had injected sufficient equity into the deals to qualify for Section 7(a) loans. And
all the foregoing loans were underwritten and issued by banks avthorized 1o lend money under

Section 7(a), and the banks were financia! institutions within the meaning of 18 U.5.C. §20.

T have read this Staternent of Facts and carefully reviewed it with my attomeys. [ agree that
the United Stales could prove these facts at trial and that | am guilty of the conduct described herein.

Dale . Seung E, Ob
. gq.
W’ﬂ ? 7013 _Ceﬂ W
Date ’ ' Roger B, Zuckerma-tsjisq.
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Date Filed # ' glfitlear Docket Text
03/12/2013 167 7 SEALED SECOND SUPERSEDING INDICTMENT as to Joon

Park (1) count(s) 1ss, 2ss, 3ss, 4ss, 5ss, Loren Young Park (2)
count(s) 1ss, 2ss, 3ss, 4ss, 5ss, Jade Capital & Investments, LLC
{4) connt(s) 1ss, 2ss, 3ss, 4ss, 5ss, SeungE Oh (8) count(s) 1, 4,
5, Seung Hyun Shin (9) count(s) 1, 2, 3. (apls, Deputy Clerk)
(Entered: 03/13/2013) .

MOTION to Seal Second Superseding Indictment by USA as to
Joon Park, Loren Young Park, Jade Capital & Investments, LLC,
Seung E. Oh, Seung Hyun Shin. (apls, Deputy Clerk) (Entered
03/13/2013)

| - 170 [0 | ORDER granting 169 Motion to Seal Second Superseding

' Indictment as to Joon Park (1), Loren Young Park (2), Jade

-| Capital & Investments, LLC (4), Seung E. Oh (8), Seung Hyun
Shin (9). Signed by Magistrate Judge Timethy J. Sullivan on
3/12/13. (apls, Deputy Clierk) (Entered: 03/13/2013)

174 O MOTION to Unseal Second Superseding Indictment by USA as -
to Joon Park, Loren Young Park, Jade Capital & Investments,
LLC, Seung E. Oh, Seung Hyun Shin. (apls, Daputy Clerk)
(Entered: 03/:9/2013)

03/18/2013 175 1 | ORDER granting 174 Motion to Unseal Second Superseding

' Indictment as fo Joon Park (1), Loren. Young Park (2), Jade
Capital & Investments, LLC (4), Seung E. Ok (8), Seung Hyun
Shin (9). Signed by Magistrate Judge Timothy J. Sullivan on
3/18/13. (apls, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: 03/19/20)3)

03/18/2013 INDICTMENT UNSEALED as to Joon Park, Loren Young Park,
Jade Capital & Investments, LLC, Seung E. Oh, Seung Hyun
Shin (apls, Deputy Clerk) (Entered: 03/19/2013)

03/26/2013 | PAPERLESS NOTICE OF HEARING by U.S. Attomey's Office
‘ as to Seung E. Oh. PLEASE NOTE: Defendant is not iz custody.
A writ has not been requested. A come up has not been requested,
An interpreter will not be needed. Initial/Arraignment & Plea
Hearing set for 4/5/2013 09:30 AM in Courtroom 34, 101 West

'| Lombard Street, Baltimore, Maryland 21201, before Judge
William D Quarles Jr.. (Wise, Leo) (Entered: 03/26/2013)

190 | [J |NOTICEOF ATTORNEY APPEARANCE: Roger E Zuckerman -
appearing for Seung E. Ok (apls, Deputy Clerk} (Enfered:
04/04/2013}

NOTICE OF ATTORNEY APPEARANCE: Susan Dudley Stout
appearing for Seung E. Oh (apls, Deputy Clcnk) {Entered:
04/04/2013) :

192 (1 |Initial Appearance as to Seung E. Oh (Defendant informed of

03/12/2013 16
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Rights} held on 4/5/2013 before Judge William DD Quarles, Jr.
(CR: M. Giordano) (CRDs: bma/jw) (Entered: (04/05/2013)

04/05/2013

| Anaigniment as to Seung E. Oh (8) Count 1,4,5 held on 4/5/2013,

Plea entered Guilty as to Counts 1 and 5 Not Guilty on count 4
before Judge William D Quarles, Ir. (CR: M. Gwrda.no) (CRD:
bma/jw) (Entered: 04/05/2013) -

04/05/2013

—t
O
)

Receipt for Surrender of Passport as to Seung E. Oh (ko, Deputy
Clerk) (Entered: 04/05/2013)

= |

04/05/2013

ORDER Setting Conditions of Release as to Seung E. Oh. Signed
by Judge William D Quarles, Jr on 4/5/13. (apls, Deputy Clerk)
(Entered: 04/05/2013)

04/05/2013

—
kel
1%

PLEA AGREEMENT as to Seung E. Oh (apls, Deputy Clerk)
(Entered: 04/05/2013)

04/05/2013

—
O
1728

|

-SEALED- PLEA SUPPLEMENT as to Seung E. Oh (ap!s, |
Deputy Clerk) (Entered: 04/05/2013)

(4/05/2013

—
~1

Regular Sentencing Order as to Seung E. Oh. Signed by Judge
William D Quarles, Jr on 4/5/13. (apls, Deputy Clerk) (Entered:
04/05/2013)

04/05/2013

PAPERLESS NOTICE OF HEARING by U.S. Attorney's Office
as to Seung E. Oh. PLEASE NOTE: Defendant is not in custody.
A writ has not been requested. A come up has not been requested.
An interpreter will not be needed. Sentencing set for 7/9/2013
01:00 PM in Courtroom 34, 101 West Lombard Street,
Baltimore, Maryland 21201, before Judge William D Quatles Jr..
{Clarke, Martin) {Botered: 04/05/2013)

05/01/2013 203

AMENDED Regular Sentencing Order as to Seung E. Oh. Signed
by Jjudge Wiiliam D Quarles, Jr on 4/30/13. (apls, Deputy Clerk)
(Entered: 05/01/2013)
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